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ABSTRACT

USE OF DEADLY FORCE BY POLICE OFFICERS

The report covers a two-year period of data collection in a four-volume
format. The first volume presents an overview of shooting procedures and
experiences in the 14 police departments visited during the initial phase of
the study aimed at choosing four departments for intensive study. The
second volume summarizes previous research and presents the theoretical
positiong of the study team. The results of the intensive study of four
departments are presented in the third and fourth volumes: that study
included interviewing offlcers who shot at c¢itizens over a three-year period;
interviewing offil:ers who did not shoot in similar circumstances; examining
case files, personnel and disciplinary records, internal affairs reports,

and training files stemming from gshooting and non-shooting incidents; and
determining the knowledge of officers regarding deadly force law and policy.
Volume III is descriptive in form, based on the study as naturalistic
observation in police communities; it has been published separately as The
Badge and the Bullet (Praeger). Volume IV contains the technical results

of the study, including statistical analyses. Differences were found between
shooting and non-shooting officers at the level of gtatitical significance
but certainly not of predictive utility. An important finding was the
widespread limited knowledge of deadly force law and policy among police
officers,




ZAR ZAEQVO
ATTENTINN ALL UNITS AND STATIONS

Tovn o B g o B s bt B St g i S o St P S S e e B s S o Bt B $08
o o S P v (e Sy o ek ot e g et W S S ey S S Pt S AR RS g WAt S O s S S St

FILE 3-25-1620 STA 23 1608 HRS

CASE 82~2232 211 pPC

LOC Cupp’ss LIQ-COMMOMWEALTH/DALE

DIR UNK ON FOOT

SUSP M4 40 H76 145-150 BLK HAIR
PUSS MOUSTACHE$ 3RO LEATH JKT
KHAKI PANTS

NPN  SAAED OFF SHOTGUN

LOSS UK AMOUNT

FILE 3-25-1635 UCIPD 1530 HRS

CASE 8203163C-~ATL WALKAWAY/5150

LOC UCI MED CNTL~ORANGE

DIR UNK ON FOOT

SUBJ DAYTON, LORI-FWNA 577 140
SH BRO HAIR3;WHI & BGE BLOUSE
BGE PANTS .

FILE 3-25-1653 STA 18 1530 HRS

CASE 652464, ESCAPEE-LOS PINAS

LOC LUOS PINOS FORESTRY CAMP
39251 ORTEGA HANY

DIR E/ZB ON FOOT TARDS LAKE EL-
SINORE

SUBJ VANGSNESS,BRENT LOUIS wWMJ
16 575 115 BRN/BRO5 LT BLU
SKI PARKA,LT TAN CORD TROUS
WHI TENNIS SHOES

RMKS rlOME ADD: 240 NICE LN, NEW-
PORT BEACH

e T e e e Lk L e L L e

FILE 3-~25-1958 STA 48 193] HRS‘

CASE 82-4062 211 pC

LOC LERNER GAS-LOS AL/CATALINA

DIR E/8 CATALINA

VEH POSS ONLY--LT GRN OLD MOD
FORD MUST SQ BACK TYPE

SUSP MM 45 577 180 W/BIRTHMRK
ON RT CrkEK: BRD PLAID SHI
BRO PANTS

APN  NONE SEEN3ONLY THREATENED
TO BLUN VICT’S HEAD OFF

LOSS $60 IN CASH

S e Sy T B T S0 i ANt T SN P e G S S W 0§ Ty B Bl G SR Sl et Mg T ol R e P
iy s ey s Bt G e S B S o, Vs B B B B W o el S Wit PR P Ak S e Siep e G i Nt

T e s W G G d B B St Ay e Bk Vo AL SR B Prat s Sk S P Tt S S g S Bt e e W

GCC/O0RANSE CIOUNTY COMM/MORRILL




INTRODUCTION

This volume reviews documents and other information that were collected
during a series of two-day visits to selected police departments throughout
the United States. The visits were undertaken in an effort to acquire an
understanding of the manner in which these departments addressed themselves
to issues bea;ing upon the use of deadly force by their personnel in the
course of their work, and to use the information in selecting departments
for more intensive study. It must be stressed that the material in this vol-
ume is in no manner intended as definitive in regard to all dimensions of
how the law enforcement agencies in the diverse jurisdictions deal with ques-
tions concerning deadly force. The chapter confines itself, by and large,
to an examination of written, formal statements that can be found in the
libraries, training academies, and archives of the departments reviewed. This
volume also attempts at times to relate these materials to other aspects of
the agencies' structure and work: their size and personnel, the level and
types of crime within the jurisdiction, and similar matters.

The basic material with which we worked in compiling this volume was of a
quite uneven level. Sometimes what was available in writing seemed hardly to
do justice to a department which in diverse informal ways paid much more so-
phisticated attention to the matter of deadly force than its documentation
would have led us to be]iev?. At other times, we found as the project pro-
gressed, much of the material we had gathered scemed largely window-dressing,
representing the result of an exercise that involved a few officers putting
together a statement that bore little relationship to what actually took place

within the organization on a day-to-day basis. Word-of-mouth, ortatory




lectures, and cautionary tales can, of coufse, be as or more effective than
things that constitute the syllabi for recruit training on the subject of
deadly force. Had we any hopes for amassing readily-comparable material
from the diverse departments, these were rudely shattered 1in quick order.
Police units are notoriously independent one from the other, and they are
not notably responsive to elegant imperatives for formal resordkeeping,
particularly in terms of formats that could make systematic comparisons
more feasible.

That there might be requirements for better and more regularized record-
keeping in regard to episodes of deadly force jnevitably highlights a host
of competing social values. Public agencies in a democracy clearly ought to
be as responsive as possible to the constituencies they serve; and those
constituents can best make judgments 1if they have an adequate supply of
useful information, both about their own agency and about others like it
located elsewhere. At the same time, there are those who view the fragmented
nature of American law enforcement as one of its glories, and who compare it
with nationalized forces in other areas of the world where the police often
Een& to be involved in partisan political fights. For them, the record-
keeping idiosyncracies of American law enforcement--and their patent inade-
quacies for satisfactory public policy decisions--represent a small price to
pay for the individuality and freedom from homogenized control.

Use of deadly force by law enforcement agents is an extremely important
issue, and all departments take at least some cognizance of its preeminence.
They are apt to refer to the sacred nature of human life, a matter which al-
most inevitably leads them to further consideration of trying to balance
decent care in regard to the life of a suspect or an endangered bystander

against potential 1life-threatening danger to the officer involved in the




episode. This is the kind of matter that hardly can be neatly tied up with a
few definite formulas for action. In addition, for any individual police de-
partment, the use of deadly force is also important because unfortunate or
indefensible use of such force may well trigger severe repercussions bearing
on the serenity and the careers of the officers involved as well as their
superiors. NG bureaucracy as a rule prefers perturbation when it can pros-
per or survive with reasonable amiability in a more quiescent condition.

On the other hand, there nrabably is a fairly widespread feeling among
police supervisors that there . relatively little that they can do that
will have that much impact on the level of use of lethal force by their
agents by means of training programs; or, at least, an amount of training
that would not detract from other demands which they regard as more pressing.
How much time and effort should be expended to reduce the number of question-
able instances of deadly force usage from 14 to 11 in a given department? It
is always said, in accord with our Judeo-Christi{an heritage, that human life
is infinitely precious, but few public policies (note the level of medical
care available to our citizens as well as the mandated automobile speed
limits) pay literal attention to such an ideal. Besides, of course, there
is a suspicion that too much attentior to inhibiting the use of weapons by
officers may Jjeopardize their own live; in instances when force is very
much in order, and where hesitation could prove fatal.

Keen use of screening‘téctics during hiring probably can contribute some-
what to the degree of untoward use of deadly force, though it may well be
that the informal socialization of officers more thaﬁ offsets initial pre-
delictions of recruits. Besides, of course, despite a relatively high level
of unemployment in the country, the pools from which police Torces draw their

new officers remain rather limited.



Shootings are ordinarily situational events, their outcome dictated by
a very subtle blend of persons and places, moods and mediations. General
rules and gquidelines can be established--and should be as good as they can
be fashioned to be--but they can oniy specify in a crude way procedures and
modes of thought that ought to be employed in situations which are outlined
in rather broad fashion. Many of the documents that we will be reviewing
must be seen as providing a basis for inference-«for reading between the
lines, as it were--about how a particular department regards lethal force,
or more parficu1ar1y, of course, how it has chosen to transmit its beliefs
in the formal documents that are available for inspection. The documents
need not be taken at face value as substantive evidence of what will, indeed,
go on within any given department. This is not an unfamiliar condition with
program and policy statements: consider, for example, the variation that
every student has experienced at one or another time between a delectable
ratalogue description o? d college course and the classroom reality of the

satne offering.

In this regard, the present report must be seen as a complementary and

. [}

supplementary aspect of the much more intensive field werk that was carried
out %n four of the cities first visited. It may also be used as baseline
data against which more in-depth observations can be compared.

Finally, we have tried to determine from the materials that were gathered
during these early site visits some procedures that might well recommend them-
selves to law enforcement agencies other than those which originated and/or
employed them. It will become obvious that different departments have de-
voted varying amounts of initiative and talent in regard to matters of the
use of deadly force, and it seems likely that the guidelines, review pro-

cesses, data collection methods, and similar matters should provide valuable




assistance to other departments looking for more satisfactory methods for

responding to issues regarding deadly force usage without having to reinvent

them locally.

Format Notes

This volume was compiled without attention to our later work which added
much depth an& further insight about the way that business is conducted in
~those jurisdictions that ultimately make up the four-city study sample. This
procedure of writing the present report in isolation from‘the refinements
that could have been introduced from later work was adopted for at Jeast two
major reasons: first, it was felt important to present the material that
had been gathered on these initial site visits without the contamination of
the later information, especially since less than one-third of the sample
underwent additional examination. And second, we considered the .primary
aim of this volume was to scrutinize rules and regulations and some of their
correlates without the obfuscating effects of iater insight. That is, we
want to know what departments say that they do; if we had intruded data on
what they in fact do, it would have been inevitable that we would slight
many aspects of operational guidelines.

An additional major decision that underlies this volume concerns its
structure, that is, the manner in which the méteria1 is to be set'forth. Our
first impulse was to estab}i;h major categories, such as training procedures
" in regard to deadly force, and then to see what each of the sites had to con-
tribute on this matter. This approach was abandoned after we had not gotten
very far into it, largely because it made the material extremely repetitive,

with the sites tending to blur one into the other. It became difficult for

the reader to recall what, for instance, Dallas was doing that Miami was not,



and particularly how this related to diverse other aspects of the approaches
employed to the issue of deadly force in Dallas and Miami as these might
relate to the training procedures. It was therefore decided to proceed site
by site, but to make the report (hopefully) more interesting and worthwhile
by at first setting out in some detail matters in the first few jurisdictions
reviewed, and then focusing more finely in the remaining places on matters

that seemed to differ in significant ways from those detailed earlier.

Data Collection

The visits to the 14 police departments whose reports constitute the
bagis for this volume were, as noted, directed toward obtaining a better
sense_concernﬁng which among the units selected for initial screening might
best fit the requirements for comprehensive field studyhat a later point in
the investigation. The cities first visited do not by any means represent
a simple random sample of American police jurisdictions. Rather, they were
chosen with an intent to maximize the possibilities for later »collecting
useful information. A first aim was to 1locate law enforcement agencies
which deal with a heavy volume of violent criminal éctivity. In addition,
the sample was 1im1ted to police departments which, on the basis of initial
inquiry, indicated that they would be willing to cooperate when the time
came to examine in much closer detail experiences they had had with cases
involving the use of deadly force by their officers.

The'research strategy that underlay the present volume involved personal
travel to a minimum of 12 jurisdictions and a maximum of 18, The first de-
lineation of suitable sites was based upon information about the level of
police shootings in particular departments that had been compiled by Lawrence

Sherman, and by work on the subject carried out under the auspices of the




Police Foundation. Research by James Fyfe, in addition, had sensitized the
research team to the fact that its focus had to be broadened beyond an ex-
aminat’n of only those episodes which produced fatal outcomes. Attention
also had to be focused on the total number of incidents in which the law
enforcement personnel purposely shot their weapons. Otherwise, the study
would be distorted by introduction of considerétions of marksmanship accuracy.

We had set a population limit of at least 250,000 persons for us to con-
sider the jurisdiction for field investigation. Our first review located 57
departments that we deemed as potential places for site visits. We cut the
1ist to 25 on the basis of our personal knowledge of the workings of some of
the departments, as well as other criteria of suitability, most particularly
the amount and character of criminal activity in the Jjurisdiction. There-
after, we telephoned the chiefs in the places remaining on our Tist. These
calls further delimited the roster. For instance, we suspected--and our call
confirmed this suspicion--that City X's police force would not be hospitable
to the kind of inquiry that we intended to carry out after our first explor-
ation. That inquiry would involve detailed examination of each episode of
police use of lethal force, no holds barred and no quarter given, except
that we would let the chiefs know that we had no preformed political agenda,
and we believed that we were thoroughly conversant and not unsympathetic to
the exigencies of law enforcement administrative work. We would, to put it
. simply, call the shots asiwé saw them, but only after we saw them, and then
only after scrupulous consideration of the available evidence.

A few departments responded to our first probe by insisting that they
had no problem in regard to the subject of our concern (that is, deadly

force), and they discouraged us from attempting to verify their impressions

of the matter at first hand, even to the extent of our trying to determine



why it was that they had no problem. It.was obvious to us that we could
not carry out our work without the full cooperation of the agency we were to
examine, so we abandoned these sites. No partfcu]ar loss 1in the integrity
of our effort was seen to accompany such a decision, since the aim of the re-
search in no sense has been to muckrake or to point an accusing finger, but
rather the work was designed to determine how lethal force came to be employed
and how, in the future, it might be restricted to only those c¢ircumstances in
which it is necessary. Our goal was to develop insights which would allow
the construction of an ethos and a set of guidelines throughout the nation
under which law enforcement officers, b&standers, and criminal suspects would
all bg secure against unwarranted death by means of police weapons. )

Ultimately, the 14 jurisdictions that were selected for personal visits
were, in alphabetical order: (1) Birmingham; (2) Dallas; (3) benver; (4)
Detroit; (5) Honolulu; (6) Kansas City, MO; (7) Miami; (8) Newark; (9) New
York City; (10) Qakland, CA; (11) St. Louis; (12) San Diego; (13) San Jose,
CA; and (14) Rochester, NY. The field work was conducted between the middle
of January and the beginning of March of 1980. We usually first met with
fhe.chief of the department and, quite often, he would set up a later ap-
pointment with a liaison officer who he believed could best respond to our
inquiries.

We carried with us a prepared list of matters that we wanted to cover
with the persons to whom we talked in each of the departments. These matters
are set out in the following outline. The items that have an asterisk are
those which we hoped to be able to obtain and bring back with us following
the visit.

LINSERT CHART 1 ABOUT HERE]




CHART 1

Data Collection Agenda for Site Visits

Statement of Mission, Goals and Objectives
Organizational Charts:

a. Functional

b.  Personnel (Ethnic and Sexual Breakdown by Rank)
Policies and Procedures (written)

a. Use of Force

b. Use of Firearms

Ce investigation of Use of Force and/or Shootings

Complaints

Internal Affairs

Review Boards

District Attorney's Role

Information on Shootings
*a. Definition - out of holster, firing, hits, fatalities
*b. Number of for each of last three years
c. Case data access
- Internal Affairs
- District Attorney
- Officer Interviews
Personnel Data
a. Content of Files

b. Access to Personnel Files



*6.
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CHART 1 (continued)

c. Access to Individuals for Interviews (Check Employee

Associations)

- Involved Officers

- Investigating Officers

Training Programs and Materials (Technical and Philosophical)
a. Recruit
b,  In-Service
c. Command and.Supervisory
Individual Stress Management and Community Relations Programming
Calls for Service Data (for sampling 1ike incidents, number and
type of incidents by month or year, access, mode of collection,
access to dispatch tapes, mode of ta;ing)
Crime and Arrest Data
a. Data Collection Form and Mode

b. Statistics for the Past Year
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We had specifically requested that the chiefs not go to the trouble of
preparing materials beforehand in anticipation of our visit. We did this
because we did not want to discourage an invitation on the ground‘that it
would represent a burden upon the resources of the department. We presumed
that, having established some personal rapport with us, the officials later
might be much*more willing to help us with our work. Some chiefs, despite
our message, did gather together the information that they had available
about the use of deadly force within their departments and in regard to others
of the matters indicated in the forégoing Chart.

We did not write down any information in the presence of the officials
with whom we met, in part to encourage them to talk as freely as they wished
without any fear that everything that they said would take an "official" form
and perhaps return to haunt them. Police officials are among the most often
quoted persons in public life. Indeed, many departments supplied us with,
among other materials, guide1ine§ that all offfcers have for dealing with
the press when they are involved in a case that has attracted media atten-
tion; such guidelines look very specifically toward keeping the image of the
department in decent perspective and not compromising any aspect of the case
under investigation. Besides, of course, any political figure who deals
with some regularity with interviewers knows that it is possible, when it
seems necessary, to claim misquotation or misinterpretation. Tape recorders
. preclude such a strategy éna, as we have noted earlier, our intention was
not to cross-examine our informants, but to allow them to relax and to feel
as free as possible to help us in our work. As soon'as an interterview was
concluded, we tried to recapture for our own notes the details and flavor of
things we found important that we had been told.

The materials that we collected in accordance with the foregoing chart
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form the core stuff for our present report. Some observations on the quality
of these materials is in order if the volume is to be understood in terms of
exactly what it can be taken to represent. For one thing, not surprisingly,
the information varies enormously in its completeness and in its accuracy.
The matter of accuracy we were able to establish from our later inquiry, but
it also would have been virtually self-evident in a variety of circumstances
when numbers did not match up from report to report and when a variety of
other discrepancies were noted. In police work, by far the highest priority
is to deal with what comes up day by day; retrospective review does not rank
near the top of those things that preoccupy American police officials.
Crimeﬁ and emergencies occur; they have to be dealt with as they arise;
thereafter, it is on to the next crisis. Take, as a simple matter, the issue
of personnel data. A great amount of background information may be gathered
about an officer when he or she is recruited, but thereafter record keeping
is apt to be lax. If the officer marries, there often is no routinized way
by means of which such information makes its way into the personnel files; so
'too'with the birth of children to the officer. If the aim is to relate
some: aspects of law enforcement work to the marital condition of the offi-
cers--items such as time of marriage, length of marriage, number and ages of
children--the records of the law enforcement agency that employs the person
often are not likely to be of much use.

~ As municipal or county officials, nonetheless, police chiefs and sheriffs
are responsible to political authority, and they must supply some kinds of
bureaucratic data for accounting purposes. Such reports, for most police de-
partments, are not regarded as particularly important. They will not resolve

¢rimes, nor will they be of much help in determining how to deploy resources
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most effectively. In addition, of course, the chiefs are well ¢ware that
precision rarely is demanded by those to whom they report in regard to things
such as crime rates. That the reports are filed, and that they provide some
crude measurement of the level of criminal activity in the jurisdiction is
about all that is apt to be expected.

In additton, despite the appearance recently of sophisticated data col-
lection and analysis systems, law enforcement agencies generally are low in
the hierarchy of city units which are afforded access to such systems. In
St. Louis, for instance, there exists a Regional Criminal Information System--
REGIS--but it is owned and operated by a separate authority, which tends to
regard statistical activities other than those concerned with the police as
of more pressing importance. Given their agenda, the police usually are not
overly concerned about this. The result, of course, is that there exists
much erraticism in the statistical reports and great and significant varia-
tions in the quality and reliability of the material that we were given. Many
jurisdictions, for instance, employ the practice of recording the solution of
a reported criminal event at the time that the case is cleared up. In this
manner, they may tabulate a number of robberies as having occurred in one
year--and such robberies appear on the year-end statistical summary--with the
solutions being enumerated in the following year. Taken to its very extreme,
it is possible, for instance, for a statistical summary prepared in this
_ manner to show 400 criminal ‘episodes with 450 solutions during the same time
period.

The foregoing refer to the statistical portraits of criminal activity and
police performance in respect to such activity. Similarly, training materials
were of varying quality and thoroughness, as were the other kinds of informa-

tion with which we were supplied. It is not unlikely that the quality of



information reflects upon the housekeeping. skills and, more arguably, the
quality of the word of the department in a particular realm. But it also
is 1ikely that for some departments such matters are so well known and so
thoroughly drilled, either through formal or informal channels, that it is
regarded as redundant tp reduce the items to printed or mimeographed form.
There are, to return to an earlier analogy, few persons who would be willing
to rate the level and value .: c¢lassroom instruction of college professors
only on the basis of the syllabi that they digtribute to their classes.

One last caveat: The attempt to draw relationships from and among the
diverse materials as they bear upon issues relating to the use of deadly
force is a very hazardous enterprise, and we do so only with large-letter
signposts to warn the reader of the extremely tentative and inconclusive
nature of such an effort. For one thing, of course, the departments that we
selected are not too dissimilar in terms of the variable upon which we fo-
cused, so that the variance is not sufficiently great to allow the formation
of impregnable generalizations. For another, causal connections can in no
conceivable way be established. A certain kind of training program may
Eeeﬁ to be associated with a high or a low level of deadly force usage, but
there may be numerous other factors about which we remain uninformed in this
inquiry that actually produce the association. For another thing, as we
have specified, the materials with which we are working are of uncertain
quality..

And, finally, we must stress that our aim was at all costs to avoid
invidious comparisons among the departments that we visited. We told the
chiefs that we were not engaged in any enterprise that carried any connota-

tion of a smear campaign, and that we were not interested in seeing whether

they were "better" or "worse" than their colleagues, in large part because
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we were certain that such a conclusion could not honestly be reached on the
basis of the incomplete and inconclusive information that we were gathering
in this phase of the research. Rather, we wanted to get some ideas, to
determine what was being done, to be able to offer some helpful guidelines.

Qur purpose in this volume, then, is to review the state of the art in
regard to aspécts of the police use of deadly force as that matter is involved
in the operation of 14 police departments located in metropolitan areas in
various sections of the United States. We want to distillainformation that
we obtained during our field visits, keeping in mind again that the visits
basically were designed not only as explorations of the potentialities of the
sites for much more detailed and intensive examination, but also as arenas-in
which to gather some initial impressions regarding exactly what was out there,
what was being said and done in regard to the matter of police use of deadly
force. Here are some of the questions that we expected to be able to address:

(1) What do the departments have on record.as statements of policy con-
cerning officer use of deadly force? What is the range of policies among the
departments we sampled? What are their common characteristics and what as-
pects are unique to a particular department? As part of this topic, we also
desired to obtain information about the historical development of such poli-
cies, where such information was available. When did the policies originate,
when were they altered, and jn what particular details were they changed when
the alterations occurred?

(2) In specific regard to police shootings, we hoped to learn the level
of such activity in each department. How did they record the episodes, how

complete are their files, what actions do they routinely take in the wake

of these actions?



16

(3) In the event of shootings, or as a consequence of such affrays, do
the police reexamine and shift their policies and their methids for dealing
with these kinds of situations? What, in general, has been their experience
with the various publics they respond to in regard to the topic of lethal
force and in regard to particular ‘instances of the use of such force?

(4) How do the various departments formally and informally transmit
their rules and standards in regard to the use by members of the department
of deadly force? Are specific parts of the training programs devoted to the
subject? If s0, how much time did such training consume and what is 1its
emphasis? Is there any attempt to reinforce the training experience at a
later point in the officers' careers? How do the top administrators feel
about the training in regard to deadly force: QO they agree with the present
emphasis (and the current policy) or dp they object to some elements of it?

(5) How do the foregoing items relate to aspects of a department's
structure and the nature of its crime control operations? That is, do there
seem to be connections between such matters as organizational structure and
po1icies about deadly force, between the number of crimes of violence and
khe number of shooting episodes invelving the officers both as targets and
as iﬁitiators of such uses of force?

Put in its most general terms, the frame of reference for the present
paper was to determine, in regard to the police use of deadly force, operating
policies; level of activity, guidelines, variations among departments, and

some of the possible consequences and correlations of such matters.
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SAN DIEGO

A good deal of information about the law enforcement condition can be
derived from a summary table that provides available data on the dozen lar-
gest cities in the western United States. For San Diego, Table 1 tells
us some of the following things: Most particularly, it can be observed
that the rate of violent crime is extraordinarily lower than the population
size might lead an observer to anticipate, presuming the common assumption
that the larger the city, the more serijous the problems of episodes such as
muggings, rapes, homicides, and assaults. San Diego in 1973 was the ninth
largest city in the country, growing very rapidly (at tHe rate of 3,500
persons per month), and nonetheless stands 43rd in the nation in its rate
of violent c¢rime. Add to this the inevitable distortion in figures intro-
duced by population transiency: San Diego imports a large number of tourists
each year, some of whom commit criminal offenses,.but none of whom are counted.
in the population base employed to calculate crime rates.

[INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

San Diego records its relatively low rate of crimes of violence (pre-
suming, of course, that the figures may at least in a general way be re-
garded as reliable measures of actual behavior) despite a rather high num-
ber of naval personnei who are stationed within the city and are involved in
an occupation and at an age level highly conducive to c¢rimes against the
person. One further calculation adds to the equation. Of the dozen cities
on the list, San Diego has the lowest per capita ratio between population
and number of police officers, that is, the fewest officers per citizen. Its
fiqure is one officer for each 699.6 persons in the city. San Jose is the

nearest, with one officer for each 664.5 persons; then the list drops off to
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Table 1

——— —

——

*Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, TIdaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah,

Washington, and Wyoming.

2 por 1976

For 197¢%

8T

City Population National $% Nonwhite Number of $% Black % Spanish Violent Natlonal
(1973 est) Rank Offéﬁﬁfs Crime Rate Rank
(1977)
Los Angeles 2,747,000 3 233 7,2992 5.8% 8.6% 1226 13
San Diego 757,000 g 11 1,082 NA NA 583 43
' San Francisco 687,090 14 29 1,559P 7 1363 11
Phoenix 637,000 17 7 1,532 3 660 38
San Jose 523,060 22 6 787 2 8 511 47
Denver 516,000 24 11 ,384 6 11 979 18
Seattle 503,000 25 13 1,014 3 ) 826 25
Portland 376,000 35 693 1 . 1057 16
Long Beach 347,000 41 615 3 977 19
Oakland 346,000 42 41 656 16 6 1666 5
Tucson 308,000 45 5 515 13 512 46
Albuquerque 274,000 42 5 491 0.4 19 - 839 24
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Tucson at one officer per 598,1 people; Long Beach at a ratic of 1 per
564.2, down to Los Angeles, whose 1 per 376.3 ratio can at Teast in part be
explained by the vast geographic distances that must be policed;

Let's move in somewhat closer to the ethos of the San Diego department,
as indicated by some of its written materials, to see if these might be re-
lated to the numerical information with which we have started to portray the
the Department. As most police organizations do, the San Diego agency sets
forth a general statement of purpose. Such proclamations tend toward mother-
hood-type conventional, pe}haps by the nature of their purpose, and San
Diego's assuredly is no exception: "To maintain a peaceful and orderly
community; to protect the lives and property of its citizens, to reduce
opportunities for criminal acts, and to apprehend individuals suspect of
committing criminal acts." At the same time, théASan Diego training materials,
which are the most voluminous among those of all the 14 cities which we
visited, include a nine-page, single-spaced essay on "Enforcing Law Impar-
tially," which opens with a rousing quotation from Thomas Jefferson's inaugu-
ral address, and tells the recruits that they are part of a "revolution and
reformation" striving for, among other things, the "equal and exact justice
for all men" of which Jefferson had spoken. It is noteworthy that the train-
ing documents recognize that the recruit "may not agree entirely" with.the
c¢ivil libertarian principles that are enunciated in this particular plan,
. but it is argued that "an éwareness of these assumptions will give you a
better chance of benefitting vrom this training experience." The document
is in essence a moving plea for the recruit to perfofm his or her job with
respect for all persons; and part of the arugment is that. in doing so the
job will be made easier. But there is also a strong appeal to idealism.

“Impartial enforcement is intellectually and emofiona]]y consistent with the
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basic foundaticns of democratic government and its legal expressions and
guarantees."

That any relationship exists between compassionate and impartial law
enforcement and the extent of use of deadly force is certainly arguable.
What the lesson plan, read in its entirety, attempts to do is to undercut
stereotypes, so that officers are alert to respond to all stituations in
something of an uncontaminated manner. The problem, of course, is that
stereotypés tend to be exaggerated caricatures with some statist